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~" ° ABSTRACT

- Negotiation Competence: A Conceptualization

of the Constitutive Rules of Negotiation Interaction

This péper develops a conceptﬁalization of a specificméfea of

communicative cémpetgnce, namely . speakers' ability to conduct a raﬁge of
 communicative behavior in negotiation situa;ions. In the tradition of.
. discourse analysis, thevpaper links the ndtion'of situétion, particularly
as it encompaSseslspeakefs' goals, with the knowledge needed to struéture _ Lﬁ N
interactioﬁ within negotiatioh setfings. Drawing upbn previous‘négotiation
research to define a range of negotiation situationé; the paper proposés

a definition of negotiation competence. Then, using paradigm examples of

negotiation behaviar'in natuzally occurring competitive and cooperative

goal settings,‘it explores the.afeas of discourse work requiied for

B : R . 5
negotiation and derives a set of constitutive rules related to that work.,

~The usefulness of the rule set and its implicatious for future research

- e

-

are discussed. . ’

o
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'Neéotiation Compétence.
2

" ‘Despite its 6B§ious rglatioﬁship to communication, ﬁ;gotiatioﬁ1résearch
has been puréded alm6s£'exclusively in the discipl;;és §f social psychology, o
economics, sociology, and‘marketing for over two decadesr(cf.'feviews by
Puﬁnam & Jones, 1982; Roth & Malouf, 1979; ﬁﬁbin & Brown, 1275;.Sprauss, 1978) .
Only recently ﬁave commuﬁicétion scholarévbégun éo focus on the area, pointing
to the need to examine interaction pattefns in négoti%;ion, and noting that
communicétion has been.#oo~often éongrollea or even eliminated ;ﬁ mainstream
negotiation literature (Donohué, 1978; Pﬁtnam & Johes, 1982).

Much communication research in negotiation, however, .sti11l shows the’

»influence‘of-a social-psychological view, treating comﬁunication as:an indepen- |
'Eent Qariéﬁle, for ekample, by. looking at the effect'of mode- or amount of com-—
munication on outcomes (Miller, Brehmer, & Hammond,1970; Steinfatt, Sgibold, &
Frye,w1974;'Turnbull, Strickland, & Shaver, (1974, 1976; Wichman, 1970), or by

examining the effects of manipulation of message strategies on outcome (Michelind,

1971; Tedeschi‘&iRosenfeld, 1980; Tedeschi, Schlenker, & Bonoma, 1973). Other

work, growing out of interaction—based'épproacheS, has' treated communicatibn more
W

functionally, by 1dent1fying phases of negotiation interaction (Druckman 1977;

Theye & Seiler, 1979), or by categorizing tactics"and strategies\(Angelmar &

'Wf’Stérﬁ:”1978;“Donohue;“1978;“198l;fDonohue—&—DiezT498~;—Putngm,f1982)¢“but
this appréach has proceeaed at ahfairly‘macroscopié; géneralized 1evei.

| None of these approaches has drawn upon important, cﬁrfgnt strains in
communicafion-theory that could expiicate thé‘mechanisms allowing individuals
to pnderstaﬂ; how various types of negdtiation'proceed, of, indeed, to conduct
negotiation competently. They do not address the quéstion of how adult speakeré

of American English conduct interaction so that-i; becomes hegotiation of one



ﬁegotiation Competencé
— sort o;'another.. To begin;to answer that question‘would require a foc&é‘qq
_fhe structuring.of communica;ion as negofiation. | - _/
This'papeé will develéﬁ such a conceptualization of speakers' ability to
éonduct a range of communication behafibr'labeled "ncgotiation drawing upoh
- the philosophical and teéhnical frameworks of discourse analysis to suggest
"rules governing the choice of linguistic features u;éd to construct negot;ation.

First, it .will be necessary_to'clarif& the philosophical assumptions of discourse

_analytic approaches, specifying a conceptual focus, particularly with regard to

~og

the importance.of situation and the inference of actor intent in the study of
the structure of interaction. Then, usihg that focus, -the papér will draﬁ upon
previous negotiation research to propose a conceptual defiﬁition of hegofiation

as a type of "situation set" and a related definition of negotiation competence.

It will explore the areas of discourse work required for negotiating competently,

deriving a set of constitutive rules for speech events at_either -nd_of_a

competitive continuum. = Finally, it will discuss the usefulness of such é rule

4
set and probe its implications for future research.
TR . ! . ~

 Discourse analysis: A conceptual focus

1

Discourse'analysis, as the term implies, focuses on communication»itself ;
. 4

and its production (Cicogrel,“1980). It is philosépgically rooted in a pheno-
menological or eéhnographic stance,‘arguing that a specific type of interaction--
e.g. negotiation-—dbes not gx}st as an eptity, but is created by actors qperating
together to enact it, out.of a shared understanding, or "common stock of
knowledge" (Schutz, 1973; cf. Mead, 1934) or sets of schemata (Chafe, 1972;
Hymes, 1972; Ellis, 1980) for,tﬁ;t type of iﬁteraétion.

Typically, discourse analysts have a common interest in communication °

97
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Negotiation Competence
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_beyond the_sentence'level (hence; "discourse") and in language use~as»
"situated" (Kreckel,'1981). It'is this.focus;on.situation that'distinguishes
oiscourse analysis‘from other approacheslto communiCation.and interaction (e.g.,
K social psychology in general,-persuasion‘study'within commnnication).¥ Since
Goffman's-(1964) complaint about”"the neglected situation," discourse analysts
have extendedtthe study of situaten'interaction considerably;(cf. Argyle et ai.,v
1981; Bates, 19763 Brown & Fraser, 1979;:EricRSOn & Shultz,léBi;'Er;infTripp,

1968, 1980; Goffman, 1974; Graham et al., 1981;.Gregory &“Carroll; 1978;'Hall &

Cole, 1978; H. Halliday, 1979 Kreckel, ™ 1981‘ ‘Scheret & Giles, 1979).

" The elements, and their-relationships integrated“in'the notion of "situation"

as commonl; employed include the "setting" (literaily the.place or type of place)
r."type" of interactionm. Both follow Schutz's (1973) notion of "typification,

. . the taken-for-granted, implicit expectations that speakers have for the common-

sense_world,~a3~generated—out—of-a—sociaijstructurei“—TheBe-expectations imply,
according to Argyle (1980), a "repertoiré of moves available to interactants"‘
Jor a.set of limits on‘what'may transpire.i The typification of situation also
includes the part1cipants and their role relationships within the situation.
. Roie relationship features, e.g. social distance, social status, powerldifferential;
.rare not (as is,sonetimes assumed) stable attributes of either the persons or of -
their relationships. Rather these“teatures\may and do shift depending onwéctivity
and setting (Broan& Fraser, 1979: Ervin-Tripp,»1980).
| Perhaps most 1mportant, however, is the "built in" sense of goal of purpose
that is part. of the typification included in "the situation.' As Brown and Fraser
(1979:35) note, "Purpoqe is the motor which sets the chassis of setting and

parﬁ#cipants going."" Observers faced with any situation define it. by asking

"What are the participants trying to do?" (Gregory & Carroll, 1978; Hall & Cole,
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1978) . And Goffman (1959) refers to this goal-centeredness as the inter-

actants' understanding of their task, a "working consensus" of what they are

about.

Discourse analysts have argued that situation iS'important to the study of

=

'situatedhinteractionwbecause the purposes inherent in the definition~of situation

-

‘are crucial determiners of linguistic behavior (Brown & Fraser, 1979; Graham et

al., 1981; Hall & Cole, 1978) and because meaning itself depends on the elements

" of the situation (Argyle et al., 1981) But this is not to imply that-the

_____ sense of. si ,i provides a rigid framework——for reseaichers or interactants.

’Some situations are,défined fairly clearly within a culture (e:g. for middle-
class America, a classroom lesson, a job interview) but they may be "portable"
(e g. a class visiting a supermarket cf Hall & Cole, 1978) or "adjustable"

(cf. Miller & Steinberg s 1978 notion<of the movement from extrinsic to intrinsic

rules in interpersonal communication) .Thus, the discourse analytic'view is
" that the "shared stock of knowledge" is at once made available to members of
the culture&and»Subtly redefined by them in an ongoing way. As Mehan et.al.
'(1976:463) explain (emphasis added):

. - Ultimately social contexts consist of mutually shared and

, ratified definitions of situation and in.the social actions

persons'take on the basis of those definitions.

The central difference between discourse analysis and. other approaches to
interaction is this understanding of the :situation as central (Saesiigure 1)
‘Much of experimental social psychology and even communication research has

" attempted to eliminate.situational variables, in order to test and be able to

generalize conclusions about the variables of interest. But it has been the
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argument of many discourse analysts (e.g., Brown & Fraser, 1979 Argyle et

al., 1981) that since situation cannot be °liminated, these studies merely
'produce 'the experimental situation- with its own particular sets of expecta—

tions, repertoires of moves, and registers of linguistic choices. o :

-l

Within discourse analysis, there is variation in the approaches to situated

interaction, dependlng upon f'v . ucus, «iz., on interaction—as-shaged or.on

the'actOrS'as'shaﬁing it. At .. .~ extreme (see Figure 1) 'are studies which
parallel linguistic study of language ac the sentence 1evei Looking at

interaction—as—shaped, and seek1ng to find a’ grammar of interaction," these - -

=

researchers generally situate the interaction in- cultural 1anguage—bound
contexts, but do not attend to goal focus. Thus, they have produced fairly
abstract rules for tdrh-taking (Duncan, 1972, 1973; Sacks, Schegloff & Jeffer~-

son, 1974), side—sequences (Jefferson, 1974), openings , and _closings- (Scheglofﬁ—-—-~————

& Sacks, 1973; Nofsinger,_1976) and adjacency pairs (Sacks, 1972). The rules
these researchers seek are not intended to access the actors' intent;'rather
'the'rules.function to reproduce or recover the activity, relating to structure
at a level of'abstraction abové-intent. | v |

The other two broad categories within discourse analysis focus on more

specificaily situated interactioh, attending to thevsensewofwggal; but this
attention is Janus—like, one inrerring the societal bshared knowledge" evident in
the structuring of interaction and the other probing: the activity of the indi—- ----
vidual interactants in their intending and interpreting processes.

| Researchers who ugse the interaction—as—shaped approach are interested in

getting at the '"shared knowledge" that native soeakers have about linguistic

choices 1n specific situations as a "type" of goal-directed exchange .(Argyle et
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al., 1981' Brown & Fraser,_l979' ErvinFTripp,‘l980) They proceed by making

inferences about what Schutz €1973: 71 72) called the' objective because

" motives" present in interaction.
'Q ) ' ) . } . .
"The genuine because motive w -is an objective category,

-t — - . . . . e P

accessible to the observer who has to reconstruct [itjlfrom

the accomplished act, namely from the state of affairs brought

-~ about in the outer world by the actor's action. .
In fact, Schutz (1973 72) argues that this is the same data open to the

-

- interactant who did the acting' : !

LTI

Only insofar as the actor- turns to his past and thus, Lt
becomes ‘an observer of his own acts, can he succeed in

grasping the genuine because motives of his own acts.'

Even though most of  Harre's (1912_ 1974). work fits in_the actor-as-shaping

category more than in the interaction—as—shaped category, he has argued that

N

" the actor's intent is "somehow present in the action,"” thus giving support to

! i
this approach. And much of the work in sociology and sociolinguistics sparked

by Hymes's (1972) definition of communicative competence - follows this tradition.

\
N

Hymes (1972 286) argues that the study of . speakers ability to produce and inter-
pret language in situated discourse proceeds by examining "the ways in which
the systematically possible, the feasible, and the appropriate are linked. . .

" in actually occurring cultural behavior."
The focus, then, for this view is on how situated -language use occurs, on
the.patterns known by native speakers--the same kind of latent'knowledge that

one's knowledge of grammar 1@, Because it is latent, not readily articulated by

‘those who take it for granted, this view holds that the only way to get at what

.
.
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constitutes the "possible,'feasible, and,appropriate"'choice~is to see'the_ _ S

chéices people make in naturally occurring discourse, or at the way they

interpret themchoices made by others—-both‘examples~of‘inferring the'objective

S

"because". motives (cf.'research by Clarke, 1975; Ellis et alk., 1981; Ervin-
Tripps—1980; Scotton, in press). Whén the research interest is in linguistic

cﬁbices*that_mark interaction as belonging to a situation or.set &f situatioms,

- - .

u{it is reasonable'tonlook for rules to describe the'pattern in "because" motives
of linguistic choice (Brown & Fraser, 1919; Ervin—Tripp, 1980).

The approach of the third discourse analytic "stream" (See Figuféll) does i
not reject this position~ rather,»1t builds upon the-notions explained above.‘
Some researchers(e -8+ Harre, 1974 Kreckel,,1981) attempt to probe ‘the inter—
actants subjective "in order to" motives, which Schutz (1973 71) says can be

2

--—«revealed to—the-observer- only«if ‘he-asks-what- meaning -the’ aetor—bestows -on-his - ———5-

-

action.": Others are interested in the impact of psychological variables ]ike
‘ social perspective-taking and cognitive complexity (Delia & Clark, 1977; Hale &

Delia, 1976) on the development of communicative competence.‘{While one cannot

dismiss as irrelevant the view that actors' operating social theory, intent, or

u

.psychological makeup in somé'ways accounts for the'discourse produced by those

"common stock of knowledge regarding behavior that is "possible, feasible, "and T
appropriate" in those situations is more fully understood. The "in order to"

motive and psychological variable approaches appear‘to assume communicative

icompetence as a given (cf. Delia & élark; 1977), and so their emphasis is on the

actors' awareness of choice, the development of actors' skills, or the relationship

" of psychologlcal variables to choice and development.
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, . . . . -
" For a conceptualization of the patterns of linguistic choice related to -

situations which fall under the category of '"negotiation," the discourse analytic

stream focused on'interaction—aSQShaped appears to be the appropriate framework; .

-

it will be the one empioyed in the work of this paper; ' ?-

Development of a conceptualization of negotiatioﬁ competence

The focus of this:papef'is a conceptualization of what_nétiVe.Speakers of

American English need to know to structure interaction as negotiation; it

)i

places that knowledge within the larger framework. of qommunicafive pompgtence——
the general;y taéit;knﬁwledge uséd by'spéakers to p:oducevand~intérbrét;$ituated
discoqr;e. =Thué, the focus is oﬁ interaction asdst;uctufed py ;he'iﬂférréblq,"‘ 
objective "because" motives available in naturally occﬁrr;;g discourse. Singé
‘”the“idga,of situation is cenﬁral to this framewofk, the'devglopment ;f_a coh-
ceptualiéqtion of negofiation competence will.begin with a réview of p;evious .
' féfe;fgh in négotia;ion, as orie way of tapping the "shé;éd knowﬂédge"‘bf:béth
the‘gocial science cbmmunity ahd,‘by ihference,_fhe b£oader community ,of spéakers.
The varied qonéeptions of.negotiacion (a térm used in ;he literature:somewhat
interchangeably Qihh "bargaining")'tend to bé focuééd on ;pecific aspects of:the’
"event" being labeled. Fdr exémple, some are'concerned with conflict (Chertkoff
& Eéser; 1976;.Sﬁingle, 1970), others with more'éompetitivé vs. more cooperative
miéigﬁ;ﬁges (Bartos, 1974; Hagburg & LeviAe, 1976; King & Glidewgll, 1980; Zartman,
1977), or even mixed-motive interaction (Schglling,'196b; Walton &~McKersie, 1965;
Beisecker, 1970). Some focus on outcome’exclusively (Benfon, Kelley, & Liebling,

1972; England, 1979), distinguishing between zero-sum and non-zero-sum "games"
/ . :

y : : . 4
—(Schelling, 1960; Roth & Malouf, 1979). Others have been concerned with settings,
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. 10 ’
. , . o
/ﬁg., intra—organizational (Walton & McKer51e, 1965), 1nter-organizat10nal
e

(Druckman 19/7 Hagburg & Levine; 19763 Spector, 1977 Walton & McKersie,
. ¢

1965), international politics (Schelling, 1960), and even interpersonal problem-

solving (Flsher & Ury, 1981) The common elements appear to be that the inter-'

actants create or affirm relatlonships that fall (or move)along a continuum
from high COﬁfllCt orientation e. g., "distr1butive or ' confrontatlonalﬂ or

'-'.'J> . .
.competitive") to low conflict, orientation (e.g. ,"integrative" or "cooperative"

or collaborative"), and that they arrive at dec1sions as mutual outcomes.

Combining this composite def1n1tion of negotiation as a range of Outcome—'
. ]
N \
° determining behavior along a continuum from relatively more competitive to rela—

-'.- ‘] -

tively more cooperative goal orientation, with Hymes s (1972) notion of commung-
. A

-

.~

cative competence a definition of negotiation competence can be R;oposed as:

‘the ability of adult speakers to draw upon a continuum ' -

>
¢ »

of linguistic.choices in order to creaﬁe'or’affirm both
"\ ; the relationships‘between interactants and the limits of
; their mutual decision-making process. = »
Having propo;ed this conceptuallzatlon of negotiation ¢ompetence , the next task

is to: clarify more specifically what is involved in that ability by examining

K

.naturally occurring negotiation intéraction, representing the relatively more

e

competitive and.rel&tively ‘more cooperative ends of the negotiation continuum, -

J -

and by. using the body of literature about the meanings of linguistic choices

,' across situations in social interaction. Thiu will _provide a means to draw up
: \ .
a list of rules that will capture thESense of a native‘speaker’s tacit knowledge

of the structuring of interaction as negotiation. ot
. . » ' e

o o=
o

o
g
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Methodology: A pilot study of naturally occurring interaction
Consistent with discourse analytic. philoscphy and practice, the concep-

”“t;aliiati'n_of‘thefint7%a£tion work of negotiation and the initial rule set
érew out of a pilot studY“examining naturally occurring interaction. Inter:
actions at both ends of the continuum from competitive to cooperative were ‘
studied.‘ One question that &111 be raised in spite of the careful explana-
tion of what "stream" of discourse analysis this paperlfollowslrhovever, is -
this: "How do you know that the discoursg you\analyzed as negotiation was
defined by the participants'as negotiation’" Clearly, what was needed was -
a situation where the goals were; explicit——and tommonly agreed up ®. So the
interactions studied were'situations in which the goals were assigned by a
force outside. the actors. These interactions were training sessions for the

.. Michigan ﬁducation’Association bargaining teams, -teachers who serve as bar-

¢ gaining agents in contract negotiations. Participants were given information
about contract issues between a school. board ‘and the teachers union and were

. ) N .
told to act out the negotiations, breaking at certain points for caucuses
within therseparate teams.l Thus, the data can be considered-as paradigm
examples'ofvnegotiation behavior, one competitive (actors were told to fight

»

for the most favorable solution.for their side), the other cooperative (actors

‘”Wéré‘told*to;work'together*to*produce—effective—strategy-decisions)
The transcripts and tapes (approximately 80 pages, representing nearly

six hours of negotiation and caucus interaction) were examined by a team of two

undergraduate students in an. organizational communication class and the researcher.
Meeting weekly, over a-three month period, “the students were instructed to -~

listen to the tapes and read the transcripts, taking notes on what features of

13




Negotiation Competence
12
discourse'stood out consistently in the two types of interaction. They ‘were
instructed to ,look particularly for behaviors that appeared to"provide con-
trasts betweﬁé the two types of interaction in the linguistic choices made by
speakers. .
" Emerging from this pilot study examination of naturally occurring nego;"
'tiation‘interaction were three kinds of disconrse "work' that appeared to.
require different choices'dn the two situations: coherence making, ddstance
setting, and structdringfk Each will be developed more fully below,x/gfh in
terms of the general patterns observed in the data and in relgfions i

findings in other discourse research. Specific rules related to each type of

work will be proposed. -

Colierence work

§3

The first kind of discourse work relates to the need to make connections,
both withinfthe flow of discourse and between the discourse and elements outsid

it. Within discourse, coherence work fulfills the need to clearly tie referenc

and Yeferents. Ambiguities result from unclear links, so_coherefice work is..
disambiguating work. This aspect of coherence is generally defined as the
correspondence between elements in a sequence of,parts, whecher words and

clauses or sentences and paragraphs. It is the sense-maklng work that allows

d1scourse to be heard as connected (Clark 19753 ‘Ellis et al., 1982)

Another aspect of coherence work however, is the 1inking of new’ informati
to old, or as Clark & Haviland (1977) term it, "the given-new'contract" (see als
Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Hopper, 1981; Tyler, 1978). These researchers have

identified the various means by whichfspeakers—refer to-some information in-an -

utterance as assumed to be already in the other's awareness and the medns by
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which speakefs highlight that information not assumed to bé known.

In the interactions examined, there appeared to be differences in the need
to specify what is "given" and what is '"new." Competitive negoéiation sessions
produced ekéhanges with very clearly spelled out content; sfeakers wéﬁld give,

- for example, an introductory statement on'ﬁ topic, a rationa;e for the proposal,
and implications for the other side's acceﬁting or rejecting the proposai}'
Subsequeﬁt utte;anéeg were tied specifically to these context setting utter-
ances.:WC6o§erative'negop@ations, or caucus seésions, in contrast, often used
shorthand references to comﬁon understandings (at times such that, while the

, "obse;vers" could tell that there was such a referénce; they weren't able to.
identify wﬁgt the.exact referent was!).f

-+~ In competitive negotiation, theré appeared to4be"reasoﬁ to be even more
attentive to.marking ﬁhe given informétion,'emphasizing whap one wants to~
a;sume as shared. For one reason, negotiato;s may want to be able to use past
agreemants or shared assu@ptions as the basis for making pheir pféposal stronger .
(é;g., in the data, bbth sides appeal to' the common concern for ''the education
of our children"'as a basis for promotingtheir posiéion). That"giveﬁ‘inforﬁation ‘
receives more stress may be part of the overall persuasive Strétegy of ghe.

negotiator in a competitive‘sitﬁation.

| Anothér reason may be the need to control equivocality; If meanings are not

"clearly tied to other meanings (the business of coherence),‘then“utterances_may'“'

" be interpreted in various~ways, There is more danger in becing equivocal if one's

-opponent might thus beﬁéblewto,reinterpret one's utterance to their advantage;w,wWNM;ﬁ

r .

e As_a _result, competitive negotiators appeared to choose to connect ideas tigh;ly,

preventing ambigdity. - ‘ _ R S E
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The impact on linguistic choice$Was féirly clear. Competitive negotia=-
tors appeared to be careful about specifyiné the "giveh".and the "new" in
their use of referents (more likely to be.anaphoric"or-cataﬁhoric than
exophoric). As a resﬁlt, their sentence structure was oftgn compléi, with
dependent clauses and subordinating conjunctions used to link ideés.d The
overall resultbwés the ﬁroduction’of’lphger utterances.
In cooperag}ve interactiéﬁ, neithér of the reasons to épecify the givens
appeared to funcfion. Past Agree@ents among team membe;s could be assumed
. because they were shéred along with the goal. As a result, references were
less tightly constructed and were often exophoric or implicit. Utterances
coﬁld ge eqhivacal,‘not only because there was no fear of exploitation of
ambiguity, but also because positiong were open to change within the group és
it worked a strategy. | |
The fpllowing rule sets contrast how coherence work appears to be accom-
plished through the linguistic éhoices of inﬁeraécants in tﬁe two typés of
pggotiation: u T | | )

Rule Cﬁ (Coherence work rule:: Negptiafion)

« If P (one negotiator or side) cannot assume knowledge on
the part 6f 0 (the other negotiator or side) or if P does

not want to allow O to redefine ‘equivocal statements

1) P will specify clearly what is 'given" and what is
"new'" by structuring utterances with clear referents -

and explicit relationships ¢ - o

2) P will use anaphoric‘aﬁd cataphoric referents,

T

avoiding exophoric referents.
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35 P will tend to encode longer utterances
"4) P's sentence structure will be,'granmatically,

both,complex and complete

Rule CC (Coherence work rule: Caucus)

" If P (one speaker on a giyen side) can assnme both §hared goals
iand shared frameworks for processing informationﬂon_the part of
Q (another speaker on the same side) : ' , | ' a
1) P will tend to leave ‘connections implicit
2) P will use exophoric referents
-3) P will tend to encode shorter utterances

4) P's sentence structure will often be elliptical

or 1ncomplete

Distance work

fThe Sebond,kind of discourse work relates to the ongoing definition of
relational control within the interaction. Ervin-Tripp (1980:395),has~pointed'
out that'language fdoeg social acts, and systematicall§ relies on socialvfeatdres'
to do‘sor" Scotton:(in press) has argued that code choice, or the éorm of the
message, creates conversational implicatures which allow interactants to inter--

pret relational messages, i.e., indications of the rights and obligations

speakers what to be in force relative to one- another. Donohue & Diez (1983}

‘have extended Scotton s idea‘of negotiating identities" through code choice to

.include neggtiation'of a broader rdnge of rights androbligations relative to

the distributive bargaining situation. : : ’

: People 'code their social world" (Ervin—Tripp, 1980) and establish rights .

and obligations through‘diStance'work. Distance work involves linguistic choices

17
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which signal psychological distance (immediacvlgnsocial distance (relative
Vformality) and role distance (power/solidarity) In the:two paradigm examples
of negotiation interaction which were examined, there appeared to be differences
in all three aspects of'distance_work.

| . Psychological distance is signalled hy what.ﬁienér and’Mehrabian (1Q68)
call immediacy,_or "the degree_of directness and intensity ofvinteraction betheen
the communicator and his referents." They explain that the use of encoding
differences in the verbal content of the.communication implies_varying.orienta—
tions about. the psychological relationships between the speaker, the addressee,
and thevtopic. : ' . . : \

While the two sets of interactions were not coded\hsing Wiener and dehrabian
(1968) exhaustive scheme, they were examined for signals of directness. In
referring to their”own team in'the negotiation'sessions, for example, speakers'

. had the.op%ion of saying e or '"our team' or "the teachebs union"/"the school
board." Likewise, in referring to the other side,”a‘sinilar set ofkvariations
from "you" to "the schoolfboarde"the teachers" was possible. The following

statement was directed to the board by»the teachers union representative: ~

"It is 1ncumbent upon the board to re-examine..."
- The statement is doubly distancing; ' you is replaced by a third person reference,
and the subject of the clearly imperative-in-intent statement is moved, through

‘use of a’ transformation, out of theisubject position.

There were more examples of distancing through referent. use and construction

of sentence in the negotiation interactions; few, if any, marked the exchanges in

the caucus interactions. Rarely did either side use anything except we" and

"ug" to refer to themselves duringﬂthe,caucuses,'and they for the,opposing.team
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was the common, direct reference in planning. Thus, cooperative—interaction

.'appeared to be more "immediate" in Wiener & Mehrabian's terms.

. [ , .
-Social-distance, or formality, is indicated by overall "register"

(see_Joos, 1962; Gregory & Carroll, 1978), a collection of linguistic indica-

tors tiedvto situations. .Brown and'Fraser‘(l979) have noted the correlation ‘

between interactants' sense of "formality"'and the extensive.use of nominal N
constructions, nouns, adjectives, and prepositions; 'Similarly, they have

pointed to'the predominance of verbs,.pronouns, and adverbs in more."informal"
situations. It 1is commonly observed that elaborate vocabulary and careful\"‘

oronunciation is more formal than simple vocabulary and slurred speech;

&

contractions are less formal than full forms (Gregory & Carroll, 1978).
Goffman (1959) noted that "front region" (formal) behavior is likely to”
include the use of titles and avoid humor and wvulgarity, in contrast ‘to
"back region" (informal) behavior which will incorporate humor, vulgarity,
personal references, and ~slang.

In the two sets of interactions, there were concrete indications of "nore
formal" and "less formal" eXchanges.' For example, in a range of choices like -
these:

"Let's talk ahout ig"
"Let's discuss it"
- "Let's~submit it to discussion" L

the last example Would be most likely found in the negotiation interaction and

%" at the most. formal variation is also nominalized, underlining the nouny

r.cure of formal interaction. "Big" or "hard" words were characteristic- of
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the negotiation interaction. Examples included: "ameliorate," "allude,"
Y -

" expunged.'" Technical

"abdicated," "advisement," 'behooves," ”Jncumbent, and

terms were also common, particularly in the discussion of the terms to he:
spelled out in the'contract agreement. There was little or no.humor, and no .
vulgarity in the»negotiation sessions, |

In'spite.of the fact that the‘sane'speakers were’involved“inwthe caucus
sessions,'there were noticeahle differences in the vocabulary'used there. None
of the "hard words' at.:ove appeared. 'The technical terms did, but.their presence .

was tied to the ¢aucus task of drafting specific wording to present in the

» : ) .
negotiation._ When contract language was not being discussed, technical terms

-

were not present in the caucus exchanges. While the teams were.generally "down

to business" even. in the caucuses, there was some evidence of humor and any

. constraints againstlminor vulgarities appeared to-be relaxed.

——

"Role diétance'is cued by‘the“dimensions of power and solidarity encoded in

linguistic choices. In their classic discussion of\"tu"\and'"vous" as signals

of power and solldarity, Brown and Gilman (1972) explored how reC1procal and ‘non=_

reciprocal rela.ionships are signalled by the use of pronouns in a number - of

-

. languages. Non-reciprocal use of pronouns--the superior ‘says T and receives V--

,indicates a power'relationship, a_particular kind of recognition of rights and

obligations encoded into language{ Reciprocal use signals solidarity, with

- reciprocal T the more 1ntimate choice.~

.

While modern anllsh has not reta1ned the T/V dlstlnction, we are not

"~ without means of signalling the message of power and solidarity. One way is
the use of indirect forms (replacing _you with "the board"),_another is the

presenee or absenee of'baCkchannels'and other supportive cues. Finally, Ervin-
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Tripp's' (1976) research on directives, those illocutionary acts by which

. speakers attempt to constrain the actions of others, has shown how encoding

differences signal relational messages or power or solidarity.

o In the negotiation interactions, more indirect forms of address were used,

as noted before. There were few backchannels, and any support statements were

generally directed at content rather than . toward the ‘persons. The most common

~directive forms used in the negotiations--need statements, embedded imperatives,

and question 'imperatives—~are>among those Ervin-Tripp (1976) identifies as

appropriate in a superior-subordinate=relationship. While negotiation is not

‘necessarily a superior-subordinate situation, the zero-sum-game of competitive L

negotiation involves parallel attempts to establish power.

In the cooperative interaCtion, very different signals were given. The

use of the pronoun "we" was a particular cue of the solidarity being established

3

Backchanneling (both "uh huh" and. repetitions of the other s idea) was common,

and support was given both for ideas and to persons. There also appeared to be

more soclo-centric language, 1i.e. language focussing. on the'group‘and its mutual

goal rather than on the individuals within the group (see.Bernstein, 196z, for

. a dbscussion of socio-centric speech).

Participants in the caucuses used many direct imperatives, a form in which 4
the speaker assumes the right to make a bald request of another. Ervin-Tripp (1976)

notes that these are most common among equals and co-workers, and are gparked"

‘between ‘superiors and subordinates. While embedded imperatives were used in

:”b;Eh\caucus“interaction and the negotiations, the "sense" of their use appeared :

to differ-- ;politeness message inferrable in the negotiations contrasted'with'a‘

tentative-planning signal in the caucuses;’
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The rules, then, that appééfed-to strdcture negotiation interaction and
caucué interaction.in different.ways.are these:
Rule Dn (Distance work rulé: Negotiat1655MJWWm“
If P wants to éstablish a.differenfial powér relationship
with O | |
1) P will use:linguistic fofms that- impose obligations
~on 0 while maintaining P's right: |
2) P will use less sﬁpbortive language in the exchange
(e.é., fewer backchannels) |
3) -F will use more technical a;d formal vocabulary in
o~ the exchange
Eas : 4) P will use inairect'referenceslto both P and O as
teams . . . B | : - ‘ ‘ | .
| 5) P will pée little.socio-centric speech

Rule Dc (Distance work rule: 'Caucus)

[N SUY [ESSS— ——— g

If solidarity and shared goals are salient to P and Q in
the situation

1) P and Q will use linguistiéfforms that emphasize co—aqtibn —

and co-responsibility \

2) P and Q will use supportive'lahguége and frequent back-
. , SN q

channels

R i 3)—~P’and~Q‘wiiiﬂuse’iﬁfoﬁﬁI'voéaEﬁiEf??wiﬁzi;aE;é”humor
“and valgarity as acceptable choices
4) P and Q'wili-usebmore directﬁrefefeﬂces to eachother,

and of O

, o - . - - . <
5) P and Q will use more socio-centric speech . = 445/,
. R : ‘/
Q 1' . ;", . _ _ . 3 2322 » ' _’ SR ' ) ‘ e 5-
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Structuring Work

The third kind of discourse work relates to the organization of the inter-
action, both in the management of "the floor,' usually studied as'turn-taking,
and in the management of the flow of information, a question of processing.
techniques. The<management of turn-taking and information processing appeared

to create different forms of talk at either end of the continuum from more

competitive to more cooperative interaction in negotiation. Specifically,

cooperative interaction, focused/toward an explicitly common goal, appeared to

require less attention to overt.structuring than .did more competitive inter-
action. The differences seemed to impact the length of individual utterances,
the types of turn exchanges, and the form of illocutionary acts employed.

The length of.utterances has a]ready been addressed as a2 function of the '
relacive need to make explic1t the links between ideas in the interaction,

i, e., coherence work. But length could also be related to the factors involved

-'.‘
1

in turn management, as will be explained below.

More competitive negotiations appeared to have what Edelsky (1981) has

, recently called "a singly developed floor." That is, although the situation is

a multi—party interaction, the flow of turns is parallel to what Sacks, Schegloff

. and Jefferson_(1974) have deScribed'for dyadic interaction. In the more com-

————

petitive setting, turn exchanges were relatively.smooth, with interruptions.

P —
occurring_rargly_,_In.factn—interruptions were generally not attempts to’ take

‘

over the floor, but requests-to facilitate the attention of Lhe other side to

the turn itself (e.g., a request to slow down so that the other side could get

\
\

specific-contract 1anguage down in writing) Length was thus affected, because,‘

few turns were,cut off by interruption.
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For the most part, then, the exchanges could be charted in an alternating
pattern: 'J .‘ |

P ====20 ===} P -3 0 ===} P —==-7 0 ~===7 P (etc.)

The more cooperative interactions functioned much differently, with

frequent talkovers, break-ins, or multiple speaker segments; These appeared
to be -like Edelsky's (1981:353) "shared floor" interactions: A collaborative
_venture where several people seemed.to be either‘operating on the same wave-
length or engaging in a free-for-all." The alternating pattern seen in the
negotiation interactions was replaced by several interactants speaking at once,
or in such quick, oVer—lapping succession that the turn appeared to be shared.

-~

‘The focus, and its manifestation is caught in this diagram

. - e T \/ .
S ----7 A POSITION BEING.
S A | : '
R--""~ ~ |
R =7 CREATED ‘
Cd
S/

B
showing that “the "shared floox" actad not to have the speakersirespond in turn

‘to each other s questions or statements, but to have them muLually cngage in

what Goffman (1959) called "building a common front." Thus, speakers not only‘

- accepted interruptions—agg_galk:oversy—but'appeared to invite participation

through the formulation of their own talk. .

_ 0f_course,-not all of the interaction_in'caucus sessions displayed the
same~intensity of»"shared‘flbor" exchanges As the group moved toward agree;‘
‘ment on what their position on a given issue would ‘be, there tended to.be a

more ordered approach to solidifying or specifying the wording or strategy. 3

- However, there were no instances of this.kind of "free—for—all" floor in the
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competitive interactions.

The structuring of the interactions 'differed'in another way as well:
the relative firmness of statements, Indicated by the form of speech acts,
Differences in illocutionary force encoded within the two typeé of interaction
distinguished the situations% as did the use of forms which prevented or invited
specifiéﬂtypes of respons; ‘by the other.

The éompetiﬁive negotiations were marked by four primary types of utter-
ances: proposals, directives, questions, and clarifications. Proposals
generdlly stated the "pffer" being made by one team, éf restated a previous
offé; which had been adjusted in the course of tge interaction. Directives
included "need stateméﬁts,"‘state;ents attempting to gain compliance with a
.“p;opqsed way of operating or étatgménts attempting to establish the relativ.
impo?tance of a éiven aspect of the qiscussion. Other difectives (e.g.,
embedded imperatives and qhestioh'directives) served as informationﬁrequests,
but more often i;forﬁation requests took the form of infofmation questions.

e v

Responses to information réqgests by the other side resulted in clarifications,
which were often co;pled'with a repetifion of the proposal‘®(serving a kind of
coherence function as wéll), l .

The pattern obsetved in the use of the types of utterances wg/ simii:r to
~~that*reported—more‘extensively in*a‘recent study by Donohue & Diez (1983), N
which argues that questions and directives, partiuularly, are used for informa-
tion management in distributive.bargaining Building on edup?tional interaction
resea;gh byAMishler (1975a,-1975b,.1978), they found that negptiatprs éontroi
' paéferns ofiin;eraction by using a series of queétions'to maintain their riglt

)

‘to uncover the information needed to move toward a-favorabie decision: Alter— -

&0
At
/
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7/ natively, this pattern may be over-turaed when negotintors respond to a
question and then, in the same utterance, pose a question of their own. Both

patterns of attempt to control the flow of Information were observed in thae

compctitive 1nternction. Morcover, the directivcs and questions, as well as

proposals and c]arificntionu, were mnrkod by the "firmness" of their tone and

construction. Even though proposals were not the "bottom line" discussed i

. " N ! - ’ “‘\
the caucus, they were presented as firm and clear, as exemplificd in the -

& =
following excerpts: ) : S /

"We're asking that recall shall be based on renerse oxrder
of 1a§off..."
"We- expect to have complete retroactivity to Juiy of 198r
The cooperative caucus sessions, in contrast, .were marked b& a . acer‘

variety of utterance forms, with a_general patEern of identifying the areas to
be focused discussing and clarifying various options for approach to the area,
suggesting a spec¢ific focus, and coming to agreement on a position. Partici-
pation tended to be thexfree-for-all-described by qulsky (1981) as character-
istic of "snared‘floor" multi-party groups. The utterances were often partial,

)

elliptical, or othernise. ncomplcte. When directives were used, théy tended

not to be elaborated as need statements or embedded imperatives; rather, they

vere most often direct imperatives. At timés, they appeared to be addressed

to the group as a whole, rather than to another specific member, e.g., "Go for
f .

“an 8% C.0.L.A."
. During the phase of discussing and\clarifying options, caucus utterances
were marked by their tentativeness and by the use of what Bernstein (1962) has

called "sympathetic circularity. Interactants used tentative expressions 1ike

NS
’

&o
Re
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"I think" or "What do you think about...?" to slgnal that they were suggesting
: possible positions rather than proposing a plan they had fully worked %ut and
r'wete committed to. They invited feedback through the use of tag questions
(e g., isn't it? can't we7), a particular form of sympathetic circularity, and

Invited "shared floor" responses by leaving the. ends of sentences’ unfinished

voem-for-Others t6 pick Up and fill inm. . S o : "

AN

The rules that appeared to operate to make the structuring work different

in the two examples of negotiation 1nteraction are divided into two sets for

each, one relating to information management and the other to the handling of
proposed actions. e T L o ,.;

Rule'Sni (Structuring,work-rule: Negotiation/information)
o . . . . . o . e [ N

If P wants to manage information in the exchange such that ,
maximum information«isvelicited.from'o, | | '

o

1) P will use multiple question forms . S

< ' 2) P will follow. answers to. 0'3 questions with : CoAeaT

their own questions ) - .,f, . . L o
, . 3) P WLll maintain clear turn sequences with 0 ;”, [EE .
. . N 3. : o
o Rule Snp (Structuring ‘work rule: Negotiation/proposals) _

- ’ s .

If P's purpose is to win.as'many arguments for“prop05ed

actions/statements as possible and to accept as few of e

0's proposals as possible, - o S

- _ 1), P will avoidvtentative expressions ', = e "Mv_sy
R 2 P will.conclude.utterances firmly" - ‘: : »r >
.‘3)' ® will not,accept interruptions from O = L L : T
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Rule S_, (Structuring work rule:: - Caucus/information)

If P and Q areifdcu;ed on planning their joint strategy
with relatidnship to 0,
/1) P and Q will use directives addressed to the group

as a whole

i . —

2) P and Q will use brief and varied utterance types
3) P and Q's talk will be characterized by talk-overs

and interruptions |,
Rule SCp ) (Structuring work rule: Caucus/proposals):

If P is open to Q's modification of proposed actions or

- statements, il

y e

1) P will encode utterances wi%g tentative expfeSSioﬁ§
and expressions of sympathetic circularity
2) P will leave~u;éérances unfinished to invite N ,_;,“_7

completion by Q

¢

\

3) P will allow Q to interrupt

Discussidn

TWo.initial comments need to be made reg;rding.these sets of'rulés gﬁiding.
intefaqt;ﬁté' choices o? linguistic forms in negotiation'éetﬁings. First,
these proposed'rﬁleshare "constitutve" rules; that is, they function to make
an, interaction coﬁﬁetitive rather than .cooperative in the samé way that the
rules of chess or football>défineiﬁhe géme by demarcating it“from other games.

"They are not rules for which there are sanctions imposed if the rules are not

- followed. To follow constitutive rules>simply means that interactants are

o
(CORN
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structuring that which the rules describe as the game being played._

Second, these rules define the extremes .along a continuum*of'negotiation
settings. To the degree that interactants structure negotiation following
" either rule set, e.g. Rn for competitive negotiation, they are creating

competitive negotiation interaction. Of course, as they make'adjustments

.

moving toward the middl"'p01nts of the continuum, ‘they create slightly different;“

senses of neﬂatiation, for example what researchers call mixedfmotive

- bargaining (Beisecker, 1970). Because both competitive and:cooperative goals_'

- are involved in such a situation,»aspects'of both ruleS-setsfmay be~employed

in its structuring. - The concept of the rule—governed nature of the interaction g

implies that interactants produce and interpret linguistic choices using the

R and R 'rule sets as guides.. . |
Because the features identified in the~sets of rules cluster behaviorally

,in an extreme’ situation, Speakers respond to'a culiection.vof behaviors in

interpreting the relative position of an ongoing interaction'on the competitive;.'a

vcooperative continuum. As Owsley & Scotton (1982 32) suggest,'mcommunicativeb

competence "includes a component which can sum incidences of re]ated features

and evaluate them as percentages in relation to some probability framework "

'Another aspect of communicative competence, needed for producing effective_i.leql;l;l

interaction, would be the speakers' knowledge of these rules——sufficient to

be-able to make choices that signal changes through manioulation of the lingulstic E

v;code (Widdowson, 1979) o | |

| The usefulness of such a notion is that it helps explain how communicative.f_

‘competence functions'in experienced speakers. This paper argues that the rule

sets are part of the - "taken—for-granted" knowledge included in. typifications
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developed-for the range of negotiation situations. By bracketing (in
Schutz's sense of setting out for'ekamination) these exampleS'of.competitive

and cooperative 1nteractlon performed by the same interactants, it is possible

\\\ to examine the patterns of ]inguistic choices to see how the speakers make

~

specific-types of_adjustments in order to.create the coherence, distance, and

structure effects approprlate to those situatlons.' Thus, it is possible to

explain communicatlve competence as that ability to produce and interpret

interaction,in an ongoing wayx ST i

. The*conceptualization of negotiation competence and the sets of constitu-

tive rules are useful, too, in providing direction for further research. . The

. .

lf“\\conceptualized rules, specified in terms of linguistic choices, may‘now be

Stested;in other tapes and transcripts of naturally occurring interaction in
oo - : : : '
negotiation situations. If the same patterns of choice are empirically present

across a range of negotiation situations, defined as relatively competitiVe

WL e

and relatively cqoperative, then»the rule set could be used to pursue additional

‘ T ~ \
i - :
!

9
.ions ‘about code ch01ce, perhaps extend1ng the applicability of the set to

ques

similar situatlons, as suggested by Brown and Fraser (1979)-
|

L kewise, after the rule set is empirically tested it would be approprlate 0

to mo e to the third stream of d1scourse analys1s identified ear11er in the

papery The question of what awareness actors have of their l1ngu1stic choices

.related toithe'structuring of negotiation as relatively more competitive or

- coopelativexcould be pursued using this conceptualiZation;“ The question of what
\_

.limitJ

genera , and‘in relationship to negotiation 51tuations, might be further

tionS\are placed on the ability to develop communicative competence in ~

< et

i

.‘examined.: For ex ample, in labor-management negotiations between labor unions

e .
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éﬁdlmanagemént, rescarchiess might examinéffﬁgﬁgistinétions f;und by .

o j : :
Befnétein (1962) regérd‘ng wcrking class'andkéiddle cléss_code_restrictions,.'
to see if iéehtification -:ith different social clésses cre;tes disg;epanciés
ip ﬁhe ébiiitylto negotiate cqmpetently. Or; put anotherIWay,.researchers
pight examine the effects of differential levels of academic ;:aining bn the
ability to negotiate competently. Finally, the ‘question of whether negotiation
compefénﬁe can be explicitly taught Hy making the rules explicit to the parti-

cipants might be explored. . S

In another direction, ﬁhe concepFualizatioﬁ_might‘lead to further“specifi-
_ cation of the éonstraints operating witﬁi; a neéétiationzsitua;iOn,iﬁg exaﬁiniﬁgt
whethgr:othgr typés;ofrrules, viz.,»:égulative rules,bfﬁnétion in ﬁegotiatidn
situatibns. Beyqu the taken-for-granted behaviors of thgwgégspigggigg rﬁ1e4f

. o
e , " ' i
structured interactions, are there- other behaviors which are sanctioned because

their presence (whlie not‘creating another, different situétion) c;u#e; sérioﬁs
difficqities? vFQr example, to what degrge méy an interactant witﬁhold inférma;
ﬁion from pthers?‘ Are there differentlst;ﬁdards operative for éompetiti?e
and cboperative interacti6nIreg;rding the amouﬁt of information sﬁéring? ﬁoﬁi_. R
is- "good faith" bargaining,determihed? 'What sanctions operate to influenge
bafgaining in "good faith"? | T
| The range of que§tiohslawaiging the work of reseéréherslis tguly ;ich, and

‘their;exéminatibn is pfomising for the deVelopméht of effective éocial inter-

-

.'aétiqn. Thus, thle the éoﬁceptualiiation of négoti&tipnlcompetence and the
';*initial cdnstifutivg rulg set appropriaﬁé to the ends of - a qog;inuum of goal
K ofiéﬁﬁation_is only a startiﬂg point in the”examination ok ﬁégﬁtiation from a

discbufge analytiéréoint of view, it is a necessary beginping.;n the explora-

tion of thé structuring;of'negotiation'interaction as communication.
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